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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to the amendments and arguments filed on 
08/15/2008. 

The applicant amended the abstract of the disclosure to conform to specification 
requirements in accordance with MPEP § 608.01(b). 

The applicant also amended claim 3 to overcome objection based on insufficient 
antecedent basis. The claim is in proper format, the examiner withdraws claim 3 
objection. 

The applicant amended claims 1 , 3, 8-13, and 16 and a new claim 17. is 
introduced with "means-plus-function" terminology. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1,4, 5, 8, 10, 12, 13, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Ko et al (US 2003/0100299). 

3. As to claim 1 , Ko teaches a method for transmitting trace data to a network tester 
(See claim 1) comprising: 

tracing the data transmission between a mobile terminal and a network (See [0017], 
lines 1-5 and [0018], lines 1-2), 
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transmitting the trace data (e.g. test traffic data, [0055] lines 3-4) by using a 
standardized interface specification ([0064], lines 4-8), and controlling, via specific AT 
commands designed for tracing and supplementing an AT command set known as such 
(e.g. using a set of AT commands to retrieve trace data or test traffic data from the 
network, see [0033] line 5 and [01 16] line 4-8) the setting of the trace parameters and 
the communicating of the trace data (e.g. inserting or configuring test traffic data, see 
[0059], lines 1 -3 and claims 1 , 1 9, 32 and 33). 

4. Regarding claim 4, Ko discloses the method in accordance with claim 1 , he 
further teaches the method comprising using, in addition to the specific AT command 
set, a normal AT command set known as such in controlling the operation of the mobile 
terminal, but allowing the use of only one command set at a time in controlling the 
mobile terminal (See [0016], Note that the communication via DTE/DCE using AT 
commands is serial, and allow one command transmitted at a time). 

5. Regarding claim 5, Ko further teaches the method in accordance to claim 1 , Ko 
further teaches modifying the trace data to be sent to the network tester into a format 
wherein the trace data comprises only the data substantial from the point of view of 
tracing (See [0068], lines 1-9). 

6. With respect to claims 8,10, and 17, Ko teaches a trace system and terminal 
(See figure 5), comprising: 
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a network tester and a mobile terminal configured for collecting trace data and 
communicating the trace data to the network tester (see [0019] and claim 1) wherein the 
trace data applies only to the data transmission between the mobile terminal and a 
network (See [0068], lines 1-9)., and a standardized interface (e.g. serial port, see 
[0064], line 6-7) configured to communicate the trace data, and a control configured 
(See [0063] lines 5-10) for setting the parameters of tracing and for communicating the 
trace data (e.g. inserting or configuring test traffic data, see [0059], lines 1-3 and claims 
1 , 19, 32 and 33). Ko further teaches that the communication between the mobile 
terminal or station and the network tester or a computer is done and controlled via AT 
commands designed for tracing and supplementing an AT command set known as 
such. (e.g. using a set of AT commands to retrieve trace data or test traffic data from the 
network, see [0033] line 5 and [0116] line 4-8) 

7. With respect to claim 12, Ko teaches the terminal according to claim 10 for 
transmitting traffic data to a network tester wherein the terminal further comprises: 

A module for connecting an external network tester to the terminal, in which the external 
network tester is intended for receiving the trace data (See [0099]), for providing said 
specific AT commands .(e.g. using a set of AT commands to retrieve trace data or test 
traffic data from the network, see [0033] line 5 and [01 16] line 4-8) 

8. Regarding Claim 1 3, Ko discloses a network tester configured for data 
transmission between a mobile terminal and a network (see claim 16), the network 
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tester being further configured to collect trace data (see [001 9] and claim 1 ), which 
applies to said data transmission (See claim 1), wherein the network tester comprises: 
a standardized interface (e.g. serial port, see [0064], line 6-7) configured for setting the 
trace parameters and for communicating the trace data (e.g. inserting or configuring test 
traffic data, see [0059], lines 1-3 and claims 1, 19, 32 and 33), controlled with specific 
AT commands designed for tracing and supplementing an AT command set known as 
such (e.g. using a set of AT commands to retrieve trace data or test traffic data from the 
network, see [0033] line 5 and [0116] line 4-8) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

10. Claims 2, 3, 9, 11 and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ko et al in view of Lazaridis (US 5,970,090). in further view of 
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1 1 . Regarding claims 2 and 3 Ko teaches the system and method as discussed 
above, but does not teach buffering and delaying of the trace data. However, Lazaridis 
teaches buffering and delaying of data between the mobile terminal and the network 
tester (computer) in a mobile network environment (e.g. see abstract, claim 9 and 
figures 1 and 2 of Lazaridis). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
buffer and delay the trace data in Ko's system because Lazaridis teaches that this 
prevents data loss or failure of data transmission in a DTE/DCE interface (see col. 2 
lines 40-57). 

Regarding claim 9, Ko teaches the trace system in accordance with claim 8. However, 
Ko does not teach explicitly the trace system further comprise: 
a storage block configured for buffering and delaying the trace data in the mobile 
terminal before its transmission to the network tester. 

Lazaridis on the other hand discloses a system connecting a computer to a remote 

access network terminal via a mobile station, the system comprises: 

a storage block (See column 5, lines 30-32) configured for buffering and delaying (See 

abstract, claim 9 and figures 1 and 2 of Lazaridis) data in the mobile terminal before its 

transmission to the network tester (e.g. computer, see figure 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 

buffer and delay the trace data as opposed to any data by means of storage block as 
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taught by Lazaridis in Ko's system because Lazaridis teaches that this prevents data 
loss or failure of data transmission in a DTE/DC E interface (see col. 2 lines 40-57). 

12. Regarding claim 1 1 , Ko discloses the terminal according to claim 1 0, Ko however 
does not discloses the terminal further comprising: 

a storage block configured for buffering and delaying the trace data in the terminal 
before its transmission further via said standardized interface. 

Nonetheless, Lazaridis teaches a storage block (See column 5, lines 30-32) configured 
for buffering and delaying (See abstract, claim 9 and figures 1 and 2 of Lazaridis) the 
data in the terminal before its transmission further via said standardized interface (See 
column 6, lines 1-6, note that an example of a standard interface is the RS-232). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
buffer and delay the trace data as opposed to any data by means of storage block as 
taught by Lazaridis in Ko's system because Lazaridis teaches that this prevents data 
loss or failure of data transmission in a DTE/DCE interface (see col. 2 lines 40-57). 

13. Regarding claim 14, the AT commands taught by Ko in view of Lazaridis may be 
considered to comprise both "specific" and "normal" AT commands. Ko in view of 
Lazaridis do not teach allowing only one command set at a time. 

However, it is well known in the art that the control of the mobile or modem is done by 
communicating one command at a time to control the operation of the modem or in this 
case the mobile. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of invention to allow only one command at a time as the serial communication in 
DTE/DCE interfaces allows only one command at a time to be transferred. 

14. Regarding claim 1 5, Ko further teaches modifying the trace data to be sent to the 
network tester (e.g. see [0058] and [0059]). Note that the trace data includes data 
"substantial" from the point of view of tracing. 

15. Regarding claim 16, Ko in view of Lazaridis discloses the terminal in accordance 
with claim 1 1 , Ko further teaches the terminal comprising a module configured for 
connecting an external network tester to the terminal, the external network tester being 
intended for receiving the trace data for providing said specific AT commands (See fig. 
5). 

16. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ko et al in view of Tehro (US 58841 03). 

17. Regarding Claim 6, Ko teaches the method as discussed above, but does not 
specifically teach using the interface for other data transmission. 

However, Tehro teaches a transmission interface bus intended for communicating 
normal and specific user data (See abstract and claim 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine transmitting and communicating testing data and normal user data between 
the terminal or mobile unit and the network tester such as network testing software in a 
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computer, because in order to communicate the trace data between the mobile and the 
computer, a connection needs to be established, which requires the interchange of 
other data such as hardware driver data, and other specific user information. 

18. Regarding claim 7, Ko in view of Tehro further teaches using the bus for data 
transmission between the tester and the network, from which the trace data is collected 
simultaneously (note that Ko's data is collected in real time). 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 08/1 5/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

2. Regarding claims 1,4,5,8,10,12,13, and 1 7 the examiner respectfully 
disagrees with the traverse made by the applicant. 

3. The applicant submitted that Ko teaches standard AT commands but not specific 
AT commands for tracing or designed for tracing and supplementing an AT command 
set known as such. The examiner respectfully disagree because Ko discloses a network 
testing system for retrieving network traffic related data and trace file, the setting of the 
parameters for testing is implemented and transmitted to the mobile terminal via an 
interface such as DTE/DCE interface which is a modem interface that employs AT 
commands for control and data transmission. It is evident that Ko's disclosure is an 
implementation and a design application of AT commands based network testing 
system for transmitting traffic related data. The examiner acknowledges the applicant as 
it is well known in the art that AT commands standard consists of set or plurality of 
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commands that are utilized or applied depending on the design or the application, in this 
instance, Ko's invention employs only those AT commands for transferring information 
between the network tester and the mobile station and not all the AT commands 
available in the standards, which imply that his designed application takes advantage of 
specific AT commands for retrieving said information. Furthermore, it is well known in 
the art that in AT commands standards consists of a plurality of sets, some of which are 
basic set, extended, proprietary and others. In applications of modem communication 
DTE/DCE interface need not to employ extended commands for operating a modem to 
exchange data transmitted to/from DTE/DCE interface as it is the case in Ko's 
disclosure. 

4. The applicant submitted that claims 8, 10, and 13 as well as the newly introduced 
claim 17 have the above feature as amended. The examiner respectfully disagrees and 
acknowledges the above explanation since the amended feature is common among 
claims 8, 10, 13, and 17. 

5. The applicant submitted that claims 4 and 12 are allowable because they are 
dependent claims upon the aforementioned independent claims. The examiner 
respectfully disagrees since the dependent claims inherit the deficiency of the 
aforementioned independent claims. 

6. Regarding claims 2, 3, 9, 1 1 , and 14-16, the examiner respectfully disagrees with 
the traverse made by the applicant. 
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7. The applicant submitted that claims 2, 3, 9, 11, and 14-16 are allowable in view 
of their dependency of claims 1 , 8, and 1 0. The examiner respectfully disagrees since 
said dependent claims inherit the deficiency of the aforementioned independent claims. 

8. Regarding claims 6 and 7, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the traverse 
made by the applicant. 

9. The applicant submitted that claims 6 and 7 are allowable in view of their 
dependency of claim 1 . The examiner respectfully disagrees since said dependent 
claims inherit the deficiency of the aforementioned independent claims. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ISSAM CHAKOUR whose telephone number is (571) 
270-5889. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday (8:30-6:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Perez Rafael can be reached on (571) 272-7915. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

IC 

/Rafael Perez-Gutierrez/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



